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ABSTRACT
This study was conducted to compare the academic learning
time-physical education (ALT-PE) of high-skilled basketball
players, average-skilled basketball players, and low-skilled
baskecball players during three phases of a basketball season.
One male collegiate varsity basketball coach and his team from
the central New York area served as subjects. The coach
ranked his L2 players from high basketball skill level to low
basketball skill level at the end of the season. Each player
was then placed in either the top four, the middle four or the
bottom four according to the coach's rating of skill level.
One player was randomly selected from each of the three levels
to serve as subjects. The coach and his team vrere videotaped
during three phases of the I980-BI basketball season: the
beginning, the middle, and the end. Seven tapes were randomly
selected from each phase of the season for a total of 2L tapes.
After the cornpletion of the season the tapes were coded using
the revised ALT-PE instrument of Siedentop, Tousignant, and
Parker ( 1982 ). The ALT-PE data were manually scored and
percentages calculated for each ALT-PE category. Descriptive
statistics vrere used to analyze the data. VisuaI inspection
of the data revealed few differences in the context levels of
high-, average-, and low-skilled collegiate basketball players.
However, significant differences were found in the Iearner
involvement levels. This led to the rejection of the major
hypothesis which stated that there would be no differences in
the accrual of ALT-PE among high-, average-, and low-skilled
collegiate basketball players. The high-skilled players $rere
motor engaged more, accrued more ALT-PE, spent less time
inappropriately engaged, and waited much less than their
average- and low-skilled teammates. The average-skilled
players were motor engaged more, accrued more ALT-PE, spent
less time inappropriately engaged, and waited Iess than their
low-skiIled teammates. Players of aII skiII IeveIs spent
approximately 8lB of their time in basketball-related
activities.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
Since L970 there has been an increase in the number of
investigations conducted in the area of teacher effectiveness
in the classroom (Berliner & Rosenshine, L977; Cruickshank,
L9761. Almost aII of these studies have used a process-product
analysis, i.e., teacher behaviors and classroom characteristics
were observed and then correlated with student achievement.
These variables included such things as goal setting by the
teacher, time spent engaged in academically focused material,
teacher monitoring, use of academic specific feedback, and
classroom environments. Berliner (L979) concluded that
teachers who find ways to keep their students in contact with
the academic curriculum and still maintain a warm and caring
atmosphere were successful in promoting scholastic achievement.
While the majority of investigators of teacher
effectiveness since 1970 have used the process-product
strategy, Siedentop, BirdweIl, and t'letzler (I979) suggested
that this strategy may not be appropriate in physical
education research, since it is difficult to find reliable
and valid measures of student achievement in physical
education. Physical education students rarely produce
permanent products from which a teacher can assess retention
of a concept. Students in physical education seldom turn in
written work or completed assignments as they do in math or
2reading. For this reason Siedentop et aI. 1L979) suggested
that researchers in physical education needed to examine
available process variables that seem to relate directly to
Iearning.
one of these process variables examined by researchers
has been academic learning time (ALT). It is defined as "the
amount of time a student is engaged in an appropriate task
that can be performed with high success" (Siedentop et aI.,
L979, p. I). An underlying assumption is that ALT may be
related to improved performance. Time-on-task, which has
been said to be seriously neglected in teacher effectiveness
research in the past (Metzler, L9791, is a major component of
ALT. Teachers influence student time-on-task, and this may
affect student performance (Berliner, Lg76). A number of \
investigators (BerIiner, L976; HaIl & Delquardri, L978i
MarIiave, 1977 ) have found a positive relationship between
ALT and achievement in elementary school reading and math
classes.
Unfortunately, the process-product strategy referred to
earlier scarcely has been used in physical education research.
This may be because student achievement measures in physical
education, especially in activities which require interaction
among players, are difficult to establish. The ALT model
proposed that there is an intervening process variable between
teacher behavior and student achievement (Berliner, L9761.
This intervening process variable is the behavior of the
student in the instructional setting, specifically the
3student's active time-on-task (Berliner & Rosenshine,
L9771. The model considered that although student achievement
is a useful indicator of learning, it is not learning itself,
and ALT provides a more direct measure of learning.
When research over the past 36 years shows consistent
positive relationships between time-on-task and
achievement, and when we find 16 studies differing
in virtually every aspect of design yet yielding
consistent positive results, tve can, in fact, be
very confident that the relationships found are real
and enduring. (Borg, 1979, p. 7l
The ALT model has assumed a process-process-product orientation
and is a viable alternative to process-product models for the
investigation of teacher effectiveness in physical education
and similar motor skilI settings (Rate, 1980).
According to Rate ( 1980 ) , one aspect of the school
physical education program that has been neglected in research
is the interscholastic athletic component. The physical
educator and the coach often have separate goals and
objectives, motivational patterns, and standards. The
tangible rewards of the coaching position appear to produce
distinct behavior patterns that are not always present in the
physical education setting, even when the physical educator
and the coach are one in the same (Agnew, L977; Bain, L97B\.
The purpose of this study was to observe a coach and the
invorvement of his prayers of different skirr revers during
three phases of a basketball season to determine the amount of
4academic learning time in physical education (ALT-PE) which
prevails among high-, average-, and low-skiIled athletes.
The revised ALT-PE observation system (Siedentop,
Tousignant, & Parker, L982) was the instrument used in this
study.
Scope of the Problem
The coaching behavior of a collegiate male varsity
basketball coach and the involvement of his high-skilled
athletes, average-skiIled athletes, and low-skilled athletes
were investigated during three phases of a basketball season.
The coach ranked his L2 players from high basketball
skill level to low basketball skill level at the end of the
season. Each player was then placed in either the top four,
the middle four, or the bottom four according to the coach's
rating of skill level. For this study one player was randomly
selected from each of the three levels.
The coach was videotaped during three phases of the
1980-81 basketball season: the beginning, the middle, and the
end. There \,vere 7 tapes randomly selected from each phase
of the season for a total of 2L tapes. After the completion
of the season the tapes were coded using ALT-PE.
Statement of the Problem
The coaching behavior of a male collegiate varsity
basketball coach and the involvement of his athletes during
practice were examined during three phases of a basketball
season to determine if differences existed in the accrual of
ALT-PE by high-skilled athletes, average-skilled athletes,
5and low-skilled athletes.
Maior Hvpothesis
There rvill be no differences among the high-, average-,
and low-skilled athletes in the accrual of ALT-PE as
manifested in their interactions during three phases of
a basketball season with a male collegiate varsity basketball
coach.
Assumptions of Studv
The following assumptions were made for the purpose of
this study:
l. The 2I videotapes, each 60 minutes long, of the
coach and his players yielded sufficient data to test the
hypothesis.
2. The coach's ranking of his players provided valid
data on the relative skill abilities of his players.
3. The coding of ALT-PE ( Siedentop et aI. , 19821
yielded valid data to test the hypothesis.
Definition of Terms
The following terms were operationally defined for the
purpose of this investigation:
l. Academic Learninq Time (ALT) is the amount of time a
student spends engaged in an academic task that the student
can perform with success.
2. Academic Learninq Time in Physical Education (ALT-PE)
is the amount of ALT that an athrete accrues whire invorved
in a physical education or sport-specific context.
53. Academic Learninq Time in Phvsical Education-Motor
(ALT-PEllvll) is the amount of ALT-PE that an athlete accrues
while engaged in direct motor responses on1y.
4. Svstematic Observation refers to observation performed
in a manner that ensures that the quantifiable units of data
gathered meet reasonable standards of reliability and
validity.
5. Hiqh-skilled Athlete is any athlete whose skiII
ability, as perceived by his coach, is ranked in the top 338
of the team.
6. Averaqe-skilled Athlete is any athlete whose skill
ability, as perceived by his coach, is ranked in the middle
338 of the team.
7. Low-skilled Athlete is any athlete whose skill
ability, as perceived by his coach, is ranked in the bottom
338 of the team.
8. Beqinninq Phase refers to the first 6 weeks of the
season.
9. Middle Phase refers to the middle 6 weeks of the
season.
I0. End Phase refers to the final 6 weeks of the season.
Delimitations of Studv
I. One male varsity basketball coach and his team from
an NCAA Division III college in central New York were the
only subjects involved in this study.
2. ALT-PE was the only systematic observation system
used in this investigation.
3. The coach's ranking of skill ability was the only
procedure used in the study to place players into high-
skiIled, average-skilled, and low-skilled classifications.
4. The coach and his team were videotaped during three
phases of the basketball season: the beginning, the middle,
and the end. Seven tapes were randomly selected from each
phase of the season for a total of 2L tapes.
5. Three collegiate athletes, one high-skiIled, one
average-skilled, and one low-skilled, ltrere randomly selected
to participate in this study.
Limitations of Studv
I. The findings may only be valid when ALT-PE is used.
2. The results may differ with male athletes and coaches
at any Ievel other than Division III.
Chapter 2
REVTEW OF' RELATED LITERATURE
The review of literature relevant to this study is
divided into four sections: (a) systematic observation in
coaching, (b) Beginning Teacher Evaluation Studies (BTES) and
the evolution of the ALT/ALT-PE concept, (c) studies involving
the ALT-PE instrument in physical education and coaching, and
(d) summary.
Svstematic Observation in Coachinq
Within the past 10 years there has been an increase in
research that has utilized systematic observation in coaching.
In the first section in this review of literature a number
of studies which have used systematic observation to describe
or to measure changes in coaching behavior have been reviewed.
LaGrand ( 1970 ) evaluated coaches in terms of their
behavior in a teaching role. A semantic differential scaIe,
describing behavioral characteristics of coaches, was
administered to 304 college male athletes. Responses to
these rating forms were compiled, and evaluative comments
concerning coaching methodology were included. The
investigator concluded that there rdere no discernible
behavioral characteristics common among coaches.
At the University of Wisconsin-Madison, Kasson (1975)
investigated teacher/coach behaviors in university physical
education classes and athletic practice sessions. The
9coaching subject matter included baseball, wrestling, and
gymnastics. AII behaviors were recorded using the Mancuso
Adaptation for Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors. Kasson found
that athletic coaches were not any more direct in the coaching
of athletics than in the teaching of physical education.
A study conducted by Bain ( 1978 ) at the University of
Houston investigated differences between male and female
physical educators and between teachers and coaches. The
subjects consisted of I0 men and I0 women physical education
teachers and I0 men and I0 women coaches from I0 public
schools in the Houston metropolitan area. The 1975 revision
of the Implicit Values Instrument for Physical Education was
used to collect and score data for the study. The results
showed that female subjects scored higher than male subjects
on privacy and instructional achievement. Coaches scored
higher than teachers on privacy, instructional achievement,
and specificity, i.e., the obligation to confine one's
relationship to another to the particular purpose of the
interaction. Teachers scored higher than coaches on the
universalism dimension, i.e., the obligation to treat aII
members .of a category similarly.
Smith, Smo11, and Hunt 1L977 ) constructed the Coaching
Behavior Assessment System (CBAS), which can be used to
analyze behavior in athletic and other leadership settiflgSr
such as teaching. CBAS consisted of L2 behavioral categories
derived from content analysis of coaching behaviors during
practice and game situations. Two major behavior classes
IO
were studied with the system: reactive behaviors (response
to immediately preceding events ) and spontaneous behaviors
(initiated by the coach in the absence of an antecedent).
The results indicated that CBAS has its greatest use in sports
such as baseball and volleyball in which game development is
relatively predictable and the source of interaction can be
easily identified. Basketball, hockey, and other similar
activities $rere difficult to code because the observer had
difficulty identifying the event to which the coach was
responding.
Tharp and GaIIimore 1L976) analyzed the coaching behavior
of John Wooden, who, before he retired, was one of this
country's most successful collegiate basketball coaches.
They developed a l0-category observational system and achieved
over 90t interobserver reliability before the first of I5
research practice sessions was observed. The results
indicated that over 75? of his teaching acts carried
information. The recording system used also permitted the
interaction patterns to be identified. Typical examples were
the scold/reinstruction category, i.e., a single negative
verbal behavior referring to a specific act which reasserts
a previously instructed behavior, and modeling positive-
negative-positive pattern, i.e., demonstrating how to perform
a task, demonstrating how not to perform a task, and
demonstrating how to perform the task again.
Langsdorf ( r980 ) developed an event-recording instrument
to observe the coaching behavior of a successfur university
II
football coach. Ten verbal and four nonverbal coaching
behaviors were recorded over 18 practice sessions. The data
were compared to those obtained in Tharp and Gallimore's (L9751
study. The results showed that there hrere notable similarities
in the behavior of the two coaches. Instruction, hustle, and
scold/reinstruction were the most frequently occurring
behavior categories for the football coach.
Several studies on coaching behavior using Cheffersr
Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS)
and the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC) as observation
instruments have been conducted at Ithaca College under the
guidance of Dr. Victor H. Mancini.
Agnew (L977 ) studied the behavioral patterns of female
secondary school physical education teachers/coaches and
compared their teaching patterns with their coaching patterns.
Videotapes of 20 subjects were recorded in 30-minute segments
during their teaching and coaching. The results showed
significant differences, with a variety of behaviors exhibited
in the coaching sessj.ons and fairly direct behavj-ors exhibited
in the teaching sessions.
Barr ( 1978 ) studied 20 secondary school team coaches and
examined the effects of interaction analysis (IA) training on
coaching behavior. The findings indicated that significant
differences existed between the experimentar group of coaches
who were trained in rA and the control group who received no
training. Trained coaches used more questioning, verbar and
nonverbal acceptance and praise, and teacher suggestion.
L2
Avery ( 1978 ) investigated the interaction patterns of
effective and less effective high school coaches during
practice sessions. Thirty coaches $/ere videotaped and then
coded using CAFIAS. The coaches were classified as more or
Iess effective using the Coaches' Performance Criteria
Questionnaire (CPCQ). Differences between effective and Iess
effective coaches were found. Teacher use of verbal acceptance
and praise was the greatest contributor to group differences.
Similar studies were completed by Rotsko (1979 ) and Kenyon
( 1981 ) . Rotsko restricted his study to male coaches of I0
varsity basketball teams. He concluded that successful
coaches used more verbal and nonverbal praise and acceptance,
whereas the Iess successful coaches used more verbal criticism.
Kenyon studied 30 secondary school coaches and separated them
into coaches trained to teach physical education and coaches
trained to teach other academic disciplines. His study
showed that there $rere significant differences between coaches
trained to teach physical education and coaches trained to
teach in the classroom. Coaches trained to teach physical
education exhibited more indirect behaviors, especially
teacher-suggested verbal and nonverbal pupil-initiated
behaviors. Coaches trained to teach in other academic
disciplines exhibited more direct teaching behaviors and did
not allow for as much student freedom in regard to
interpretive responses.
Using similar research techniques and samples, Hirsch
(1978), Prou1x (L9791, and Staurowsky (L979) studied teams
I3
categorized on the Group Environment Scale (GES) as satisfied
or less satisfied with their social climate. Significant
differences in CAFfAS variables were found between the coaches
of teams in the two groups. The coaches in the satisfied
groups used more verbal and nonverbal praise. The coaches in
the less satisfied groups used more verbal criticism.
Savitz (L982) investigated the differences between males
and females coaching women's basketball teams. She found
significant behavioral differences existed between male and
female basketball coaches. Fema1e coaches tended to show
more indirect behaviors, such as the use of acceptance and
praise, while the male coaches exhibited more direct behavior,
such as lectures and demonstrations.
Studies using DAC were completed at Ithaca CoIIege by
Boyes (198I) and Hoffman (1981). Boyes studied a head
football coach and his assistants and found that there were
no differences between the behaviors of the coaches toward
their starting athletes and their behaviors toward their
non-starting athletes. Hoffman investigated a male and a
female lacrosse coach and concluded that differences did
exist in the interaction patterns of male and female lacrosse
coaches with high-skilled and low-skilled athletes. The male
coach gave more criticism and direction to, and asked more
questions of, the low-skilled athletes as compared to the
high-skilled athletes. The female coach gave more information
and direction to the low-skiIled athletes than the high-
skilled athletes. The high-skiIled athletes exhibited
L4
more interpretive and self-initiated behaviors than the low-
skilled athletes. The low-skilled athletes exhibited more
predictable behaviors than the high-skilled athletes.
Beqinninq Teacher Evaluation Studies
Academic Learning Time-Physical Education (ALT-PE)
(Siedentop, Birdwell, & Metzler, L979) was conceived as a
natural extension of the model and instrument used in the
Beginning Teacher Evaluation Studies (BTES) of elementary
school mathematics and reading teachers and their students'
achievement. The BTES focused on approaches to measure
teacher effectiveness (Marliave, L9771. Process-product
research paradigms became popular and prominent in the early
1970s. However, the BTES researchers (Fisher, BerIiner,
Filby, Mar1iave, Cahen, Dishaw, & Moore, 1978 ) believed that
it was unrealistic to expect teacher processes at the time of
instruction to influence student achievement directly on test
items given many months Iater. Fisher (1978) acknowledged
that student achievement was an indicator of student learning
and teacher effectiveness but suggested that there rJvere
on-going measures of learning which were more direct and
immediate. After much research and debate the amount of time
a student was successfully engaged in relevant academic
materiar was chosen as the observabre measure; this was termed
academic Iearning time (ALT). Fisher (1978) concluded that
the proportion of time students are engaged at a high success
rate is positively associated with student learning.
I5
The Far West Laboratory conducted BTES research in three
phases. Phase T, the planning phase, was conducted in L972-73.
It was followed in L973-74 by Phase TI, a field study in
which instrumentation was developed and hypotheses for further
study were generated. Phase III took place from L974-78; in
this phase, large-scale field studies were conducted using a
variety of the instruments developed in Phase II.
The major study was conducted from October L976 to May
L977, and involved 25 second grade and 2L fifth grade
elementary classrooms. Once a week throughout that period
I39 second grade and L22 fifth grade students were observed
for an entire day.
Data on teaching behaviors, classroom environment, student
ALT, and student achievement were collected (Fisher et aI.,
1978). A majority of the findings are directly relevant to
this study and are listed below.
I. The amount of time that teachers allocate to
instruction in a particular content area is positively
associated with learning in that content area.
2. The proportion of allocated time that students are
engaged is positively associated with learning.
3. The proportion of time that reading or math tasks
provide a high success rate for a student is positively
associated with student learning.
4. Students who spend more time than average in high
success activities have higher achievement scores in the
spring, better retention of learning over the summer, and
I5
more positive attitude towards school. A 60-70t high success
activity rate is suggested for maximal achievement.
5. The proportion of time that reading or math tasks
provide a low success rate for a student is negatively
associated with student learning.
6. Increases in ALT are not associated with a decrease
in attitudes towards math, reading, or school. High success
rate appears to contribute to the development of positive
attitudes.
7. The teacher's ability to diagnose student skill
Ievels is related to student achievement and ALT. Improving
a teacher's ability to monitor, diagnose, and assess student
performance will have positive effects upon achievement.
8. More substantive interaction between the student and
an instructor is associated with higher levels of student
engagement. Students with little substantive feedback from
the teacher had low engagement rates. When these students
were presented with information about academic content, had
their work monitored, and were provided consistent feedback
about their performance, engagement leveIs were high.
9. Academic feedback is positively associated with
student Iearning. The greater the percentage of time that
students recei-ved feedback about their performance, the
greater were engagement time and achievement.
Marliave (1978) reported the major strength of ALT was
its focus on individual students and their on-going behaviors.
He concluded that absence of ALT restricted rearning, with
L7
engagement rate and error rate as possible causes.
ft was at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association in Toronto in 1978 that the idea of ALT-PE
r^ras born. The BTES research results and logic of the model
were impressive to a physical education researcher searching
for a criterion variable through which effective teaching in
physical education might be investigated ( Siedentop et al. ,
L9791. In the research section of the annual meeting of the
American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation,
and Dance (AAHPERD), Siedentop et aI. (L979) presented a
series of papers aimed at explaining the ALT-PE model and
presenting the coding format and conventions.
There were a number of studies completed using this early
ALT-PE model. Because the notion of ALT-PE spread widely and
rapidly among physical education researchers, ALT-PE symposia
were held at the 1980 and I98I AAHPERD conventions. During
this initial ALT effort in physical education, questions arose
as to the manner in which ALT-PE was conceptualized and
operationalized. Further research in education and physical
education also sharpened the understanding of ALT and its
relationship to achievement. By the spring of I98I it became
apparent that a revision in the system was timely and
necessary (Siedentop, Tousignant, & Parker, L9821.
The original ALT-PE (Siedentop et dI., L979 ) instrument
consisted of four decision levels: (a) setting, with 6
subcategories; (b) content (general and physical education),
with I3 subcategories; (c) Iearner moves, with 6 subcategories;
and (d) difficulty, with 3 subcategories. There were a total
18
of 28 subcategories in this system. The revised ALT-PE
(Siedentop et aI., 1982) instrument is a two-IeveI hierarchical
decision system. The context level has 13 subcategories,
while the learner involvement level has 8 subcategories. It
has a total of 2L subcategories. Besides simplifying coding
procedures, the revised ALT-PE model has several options for
measuring ALT. The revised ALT-PE categories are Iisted in
Appendix A.
Studies Involvinq ALT-PE
Since its inception, the ALT-PE instrument has been used
in both descriptive-analytic and experimental studies in
physical education and coaching settings. Metzler's (1979)
study was designed to measure the amount of ALT-PE accrued by
students in a variety of physical education settings. A total
of 33 elementary, junior high, and high school classes were
observed from three to seven times each. The observations
included 14 different physical education activities. Prior
to data collection, the observers were subjected to a
rigorous program which ensured that interobserver reliability
of a desired criterion leve1 was attained before they were
permitted to record data. Descriptive statistics were used
to analyze each level of the instrument. The following are
some of the results:
I. Direct and task categories accounted for 99t of all
observed setting intervals.
2. About 75t of class time was spent in skill practice
and game playing.
I9
3. HaIf of the content-PE time was spent in unengaged
activities.
4. Elementary students were engaged II.8t more than
secondary students.
5. ALT-PE for all grades was 26.8*.
6. ALT-PE(M) for all grades was 7.5t.
Metzler suggested that the amount of ALT-PE(M) was prohibitive
and would be counter-productive to the acquisition of motor
skiIIs.
Analyzing the same data, Metzler (1980) determined the
ALT-PE and ALT-PE(M) according to the physical education focus.
In this study 13 different activities were observed, but only
five !.rere observed in more than one educational level, which
made comparisons difficult. ALT-PE ranged from 59t in
elementary volleyball classes to only 12.3t in high school
gymnastics classes. The amount of ALT-PE(M) was the same as
in his previous study. The range was from 248 for games at
the elementary level to 38 for junior and senj.or high tennis
classes.
Shute, Dodds, Placek, Rife, and Silverman (1982)
investigated ALT-PE in a movement education setting. The
investigators used the ALT-PE instrument and made L47
randomized student observations in the elementary physical
education classes of one lst-year teacher. Although no
statistical analysis of the results was performed, the
investigators concluded that no significant differences in
ALT-PE existed among the various age leveIs. The 6-7-year-old
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group had an ALT-PE figure of 4L*, as compared to the 8-9-year-
olds' 34.38 and the l0-I2-year-old groupsr 18.9t. The total
ALT-PE was 35t of the total setting intervals observed; only
202 of the intervals in the learner-move level were engaged
and motor.
Aufderheide, Knowles, and McKenzie (1980) compared the
differences in ALT-PE between mainstreamed handicapped and
regular students engaged in physical education activities in
Texas elementary schools. After teachers $rere classified as
users or nonusers of individualized instruction in mainstreamed
classes, one handicapped and one regular student in each class
was observed alternately using the ALT-PE instrument.
Analysis of variance was used in data analysis. The findings
revealed that students within the classes of users of
individualized instruction were engaged in a significantly
greater amount of ALT-PE than r4rere the students of nonusers.
There were no significant differences between handicapped and
regular students in their amounts of ALT-PE.
I4cKenzie ( 1980 ) conducted a second study to investigate
the variability of ALT-PE within and between beginning 5-7-
year-old swimmers, the effect of publically posting skill
achievement on the ALT-PE of swimmers, and the effect of
I-minute time-out contingencies on disruptive behavior and
ALT-PE of young swimmers. Data from three swim classes were
collected over 26 days of a summer vacation program. Subjects
were subdivided into high-, medium-, and low-skilled leve1s
on the basis of a pretest. In each of two classes, one child
2L
r,{as Selected from each subqroup for observation. Two subjects
who exhibited high levels of disruptive behavior were selected
from the third class. Extreme ALT-PE variability from 38 to
42*, with a mean of 16.9*, was exhibited. McKenzie also found
that the ALT-PE increased for half of the subjects as a result
of the skill achievement postings and that disruptive behavior
could be reduced by the contingency program.
At The Ohio State University, Whaley (1980) conducted the
first intervention study that evaluated the effects of daily
monitoring and feedback on ALT-PE. The subjects rarere three
high school students, each representing two different physical
education classes, and one student from a middle school
physical education class in the Columbus, Ohio school system.
ALT-PE was recorded each day for 6 weeks. A multiple-baseline
design across settings was instituted. The intervention
consisted of daily feedback to the teacher about content-PE,
engaged time, motor response time, ALT-PE, and ALT-PE(M). A
second intervention was directed at students, who were
presented with daily postings of the percentage of intervals
of motor response for the class. The major conclusion was
that the daily monitoring and feedback had no effect on any
of the dependent variables measured.
At Southwest Texas State University, Paese (L982) used
the ALT-PE instrument to investigate student teachers. The
subjects used were randomry serected secondary students in
the physicar education crasses of two student teachers.
observations were made by two observers trained to use the
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ALT-PE interval system. The subjects were observed 13 times,
with each observation lasting 40 minutes. A multiple-
baseline across two subjects was used as the experimental
design for the study. During intervention there were L2.52
and 10.5t increases in ALT-PE(IU) for each teacher's targeted
students. The investigator concluded that the increasing of
ALT-PE(M) has a direct effect on decreasing inappropriate
behavior during class and that student teachers when provided
with supervisory guidance can improve the amount of ALT-PE(M)
in their classes.
Rate's ( I980 ) descriptive-analytic study was the first
to use ALT-PE in an interscholastic athletic environment. The
investigator compared the ALT-PE of secondary interscholastic
boys' and girls' basketball; girls' gymnastics; and boys'
tennis, wrestling, and baseball teams. He slightly modified
the ALT-PE instrur,rent by adding a fifth level to identify
coaches' behaviors. Direct and task instruction were the only
setting categories recorded in this study. Some of Rate's
findings are Iisted below:
I. Basketball (85.0t) and wrestling (B7.IE) practices
were conducted in a direct manner, while gymnastics and
tennis sessions were more task-oriented (I9.0t and l1.IA,
respectively).
2. Content of a general nature occupied an average of
8.88 of the basketball practices observed, ranging from 3.48
to 15.48 for individual practices. of this time 758 was spent
in transition activities, while the wait, management, and
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break categories accounted for the remaining 252.
3. Time spent in content-PE amounted to 91.38 of the
total time observed. Skill practice and scrimmage time
accounted for 858 of the content-PE. Other significant
contributions to this level were game playing (1.9E), fitness
activities ( 3.8E ) , and theoretical discussion/knowledge ( 7. IE ) .
4. In the learner-move category motor responses were
coded in 35.08 of aII intervals observed, with indirect
responses ( 4.0t ) and cognitive responses ( 13.0t ) producing a
total of 53.0t engaged intervals. Overall, the basketball
teams averaged 37 .9* not-engaged intervals.
5. ALT-PE averaged 51.48. It ranged from 27.28 for a
girls' junior varsity basketball team to 68.98 for a boys'
varsity basketball squad.
6. ALT-PE(M) calculations showed that basketballers were
involved in sport-specific activities of an easy difficulty
Ievel for 34.38 of the intervals coded.
7. The investigator concluded that instruction was
conducted in two styles only--direct and task--and 75.08 of
instruction was direct.
GaIIi (1982 ) followed one of Raters ( I980 ) recommendations
and compared the ALT-PE of a high-skilled and low-skilled
basketbarr prayer. some of his findings are risted berow:
1. Direct instruction was the predomi-nant category for
both the high-skilled player (75.38) and the low-skiIled
player (76.08).
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2. Group and task occurrences were L6.7*, and 7.8t for
the high-skilled player, while the low-skiIled player recorded
16.5t and 7 .32 for these categories.
3. The low-skilled player (15.4t) spent slightly more
time in general content activities than the high-skiIled
player 1L4.2*1.
4. There r^,as a slight difference of I.2* between the
two players when their times in content-PE were compared. The
high-skilled player was involved in content-related activities
85.7t of the time, while the low-skilled player was
involved 84.5t of the time. Noticeable differences were
found in the knowledge and game categories. The low-skiIIed
player (35.98) spent 5.48 more time in knowledge activities
than the high-skilled player (3I.5t), whereas, the high-
skilled player (II.58) spent 4.IE more time in game play
than the low-skiIled player (7.58).
5. In the learner moves level, data indicated a slight
difference of 3.8t when comparing the high-skiIled (39.0t)
and the low-skilled player (35.28). In the not-engaged
category the high-skilled player (25.3t) spent 3.58 more time
waiting during activity time than the low-skilled player
(22.8*1. The interim category was 8.0t higher for the low-
skilled player (10.58) than for the high-skiIled player (2.5t)
6. Across the total observance time the ALT-pE for the
high-skirred prayer was 33.48 and for the row-skirred prayer
it was 30.88.
7.  ALT―PE(M)was 9。4亀 for both players.
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Summarv
This chapter examined the Iiterature relevant to the
systematic observation of the behavi-ors of the coach and
athlete, the evolution of the ALT-PE instrument, and studies
involving the ALT-PE instrument. A number of instruments were
identified, and some of the research conducted using the
instruments was discussed.
There has been a tremendous increase in the application
of systematic observation to research in the teaching of
physical education and related fields of study. This has been
prompted mainly by the flexibility and reliability of the
instruments and the ease with which reliable observers can be
trained. Numerous researchers have used systematic observation
systems to observe subjects in the coaching environment (Bain,
L978; Boyes, 1981; Kasson, L975i Langsdorf, 1980; Tharp &
GaIlimore, L9761. In some instances researchers developed
their own instruments if an existing one was not adequate for
their study
I{hile a few studies have attempted to use ALT-PE in a
physical education setting (Aufderheide et aI., I980; Metzler,
L979, 1980; Paese, L982; Shute et aI., L982; Whaley, 1980),
only two studies have been done using ALT-PE to study subjects
in the athletic environment (GaIIi,1982; Rate, I980). The
ALT-PE research has indicated that the amount of time that
students are being kept in contact with appropriate content
of an easy difficulty level is inordinately low.
Chapter 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
This chapter is concerned with the methods and procedures
that were utilized in the gathering of data for this
investigation. It includes the selection of subjects, the
testing instrument, procedures, intraobserver agreement,
scoring of data, treatment of data, and summary.
Selection of Subiects
The subject used for this investigation was one male
collegiate varsity basketball coach from a small college in
central New York. Permission to videotape was obtained by
previous researchers through the cooperation of the basketball
coach and his players at this college. The coach was asked to
sign an informed consent form (Appendix B) for permission to
use the tapes. The coach was asked to rank his players from
high to low according to basketball skill level. Three
players, one from the high-skilled group, one from the
average-skiIled group, and one from the low-skiIled group of
players, were randomly selected for this study.
Testinq Instrument
Academic Learning Time in Physical Education (ALT-PE)
(Siedentop, Tousignant, & Parker, 19821 was the testing
instrument used to describe the invorvement and activities
of the target prayers during the practice sessions.
This observational- instrument was specificarly designed to
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code behavior of small groups in physical activity settings.
The ALT-PE instrument is a two-level hierarchical decision
system consisting of two major category decisions:
(a) context and (b) Iearner involvement level. There are 13
categories within the context level and eight at the learner
involvement level; category descriptions are given in
Appendix A. ALT-PE coding reguires alternately observing each
target subject following a 6-second observe, 6-second record
f ormat . Siedentop, Birdwell , and It{etzler (L97 9 ) reported
that ALT-PE was a valid instrument for measuring ALT in
physical education.
Procedures
The coach in this study was personally contacted by the
researcher and was informed of the purpose and procedures
involved in the study. The coach and his players had been
videotaped during practices during the I980-81 basketball
season by previous researchers. For the purposes of the study
the basketball season was divided into three phases: the
beginning, the middle, and the end. Seven tapes were then
randomly selected from each phase of the season, resulting in
a total of 2I tapes.
The coach was asked to rank his players on basketball
skill level. Players were ranked from I to 12, with I being
the most highly skilled athlete and L2 the least skil1ed.
These rankings were then subdivided into three skirr revers:
Lhe top four, the middle four, and the bottom four. From
each of the three revers one prayer was randomly serected to
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be observed. The activities of the target players were coded
using ALT-PE by an expert coder, Dr. Victor H. Mancini.
fntraobserver Aqreement
Training for ALT-PE consisted of three phases: an
introduction and thorough examination of the ALT-PE Revised
Coding Manual (Siedentop et aI., L9821, five practice sessions
using videotapes, and one session in which an expert observer
did a reliability check.
The scored-interval agreement method, as recommended by
Hawkins and Dotson (L975), was used to assess intraobserver
agreement (IOA) for this investigation. Four randomly
selected videotapes were coded during two independent coding
sessions by Dr. Victor H. Mancini. IOA was calculated on an
interval-by-interval using the data from these two independent
codings. IOA was computed by dividing the number of intervals
on which there was agreement by the number of agreements plus
disagreements and multiplying the result by I00 (Herson &
Barlow, L9751. The formula is given below:
Agreements x 100 = $ of agreement or IOA.Agreements + Disagreements
Agreement was recorded when both coding sheets showed the
target behavior as occurring during the interval; disagreement
was recorded when the coding sheets did not concur.
Scorinq of Data
The data collected from the coding of ALT-pE by the
expert coder were hand scored, and the frequency of occurrence
of each ALT-PE category determined. percentages and ratios
for the ALT-PE categories were calculated.
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Treatment of Data
Descriptive statistics were used to compare the ALT-PE
of high-skilled, average-skilled, and low-skiIIed athletes
throughout the three phases of the basketball season. The
percentages for each of the 2I variables were visually
compared to aid in making these comparisons.
Summarv
The subject for this study was one male collegiate varsity
basketball coach from the central New York area. The coach
ranked his players from high to low according to basketball
skill level. Three players, one from the high-skiIled group,
one from the average-skilled group, and one from the low-
skilled group of players, \^rere randomly selected f or this
study. The subject was videotaped at practices seven times
during the beginning phase, seven times during the middle
phase, and seven times during the end phase of the I980-8I
basketball season.
The ALT-PE system was used to record the involvement and
activities of the subject and the specified athletes. The
videotapes r^/ere coded by an expert coder trained in using
ALT-PE. The data collected f rom these codings !,rere scored
manual Iy.
Descriptive statistics vrere used to compare the amounts
of ALT-PE accrued among high-skilred, average-skirred, and
row-skilred athretes. The manual scoring of ALT-pE yielded
percentages for each of the 2L variabres, which were compared
by visual analysis.
Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The results obtained from the comparison of the academic
learning time-physical education (ALT-PE) of high-, average-,
and low-skilled male collegiate basketball players are
presented in this chapter. The revised ALT-PE instrurnent of
Siedentop, Tousignant, and Parker (L982) was used to describe
the context levels and learner involvement Ievels of the
players. This chapter is divided into the following sections:
(a) intraobserver agreement, (b) analysis of the data,
(c) Phase One, (d) Phase Two, (e) Phase Three, (f) the total
season, and (g) summary.
Intraobserver Aqreement
Intraobserver agreement (fOA) was computed using the
scored-interval method (Hawkins & Dotson, L9751. Four
randomly selected videotapes were coded during tvro independent
sessions by Dr. Victor H. t'lancinir EIn expert coder. IOA
scores ranged from 88.58 to 1008, which l"'ere sufficient to
indicate the coder was reliable (see Appendix C).
Analvsis of Data
Percentages lrrere calculated manually for all ALT-PE
categories for high-, average-, and low-skilled male
basketball players. These calculations were obtained from
28gg observation intervals of the male basketball team's
practices for each group. The male basketball practices
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ranged from 62.4 minutes in length to L22.4 minutes in length.
Phase One: The Beqinninq of the Season
Visual inspection of the data in Table I revealed tittle
difference in the context levels of high-, average-, and low-
skilled male players, but marked dif ferences \^rere f ound in the
Iearner involvement levels of these three groups during Phase
One. The amount of time high-, average-, and low-skilled
male players were involved in various context level activities
was similar. Regardless of their ability level, the male
basketball players spent approximately 20* of their time
performing general activities. Of this time, close to I0B
was devoted to executing warm-up activities. The players
were in transition approximately 7Z of the time and were
involved in performing managerial tasks less than 2Z of the
time. The players received only a short break or rest
period during practice.
The coach spent close to 222 of practice time relating
knowledge to his players and close to 9t of the time
discussing strategy with the team. The players received some
information about skiIl technique (approximately 7Zl and some
background information (approximately 3E) as weII. LittIe
time was spent reviewing the rules or discussing appropriate
social behavior.
Close to 598 of the practice time was spent in subject
matter motor activity--performing basketball skiIIs and
playing. The players were engaged in skiIl practice and
drills approximately 232 of the time and spent approximately
32
Table l
Percentage of Occurrence of ALT―PE
Phase One:  The Beginn■ng of
Categories During
the Season
ALT―PE
Categor■es
High―
skttlled
Average―
skilled
Low―
skilled
General Content
Transition
Management
Break
lVarm Up
Subj ect ltlatter Knowledge
Technique
Strategy
Rules
Social Behavior
Background
Subject Matter Motor
SkiIl Practice
Scrimmage /Routine
Game
Fitness
19。95
7.13
1.43
1.18
10.21
22.10
7.26
9.50
。59
2.14
2。61
57.95
22.44
35.51
a
19。83
6。65
1.54
1。43
10.21
21。50
6.77
9.38
.59
.71
4.04
58.67
23.04
35.63
19。35
6.53
1.54
1.31
9.98
21.62
7.Ol
9.26
.59
.71
4。04
59。03
23.28
35。75
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Table l (continued)
ALT―PE
Cate9or■es
High―
skilled
Average―
skil■ed
Low―
skilled
Not Motor Engaged
Interim
Waiting
Off 
-task
On-task
Cognitive
Motor Engaged
Motor appropriate
Motor inappropriate
Supporting
52.85
。47
7.24
17.93
27.19
47.15
36.34
9。50
1。31
58。43
.47
12。59
.36
16.98
28.03
41。57
26.25
14.Ol
l.31
59.03
.59
14。96
.36
16。15
26。96
40。97
23.63
15.44
1。90
acategories for which is indicated had no codings.
36t of their time in scrimmages.
on fitness.
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No practice time was spent
Noticeable differences were found in the learner
involvement levels of high―′ average―′ and low―skilled male
basketball players (see Table l).  The low―ski led (59.03暑)
and the average―skill d players (58。40暑)were inactive or not
engaged more often than the high―skilled players (52。 852).
The greatest difference was ■n the time spent wa■tingo  The
low―skilled (14。96七)and the average―skttlled players (12.59亀)
spent nearly twice as much time waiting as did the high―
skilled players (7。24t).  The high―′ average―′ and low―skilled
male athletes received similar amounts of information from
their coach (apprOXimately 27暑)and Spent a similar amount of
tttme performing on―task activities (apprOximately 16-18亀).
The high―′ average―′ and low―skilled players exhibited few
off―task and inter■m behav■ors.
The httgh―skilled players were engaged in motor activity
5。58Z more of the time than the average― and the low― skilled
playerso  The high―skttlled players were actively participating
47.15亀 of the time compared to 41.57■ of the time for the
average―skilled players and 40。97■ of the time for the low―
skilled playerse  The high―skill d players were appropriately
motor engaged (ALT―PE)36.342 of the time compared to 26.25亀
for the average―skill d players and 23.63t for the low―
skilled players.  The low―skill d players were inappropriately
engaged 15.44老 of the tttme compared to 14。01Z of he time for
the average―skilled players and 9.50亀 of the time for the
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high-skilled players. The ALT-PE/engaged ratio, which reflects
the appropriateness of the instructional design, was 77* for
the high-skilled players, 63t for the average-skilled players,
and 588 for the low-skilled players. These results led to the
rejection of the major hypothesis which stated that there
would be no differences in ALT-PE among high-, average-, and
Iow-skilled male collegiate basketball players.
Phase Two: The Middle of the Season
Visual inspection of the data in Table 2 revealed litt1e
difference in the context leve1s of high-, average-, and low-
skilled male players, but marked differences were found in
the learner involvement levels of these three groups during
Phase Two. The amount of time high-, average-, and low-
skilled male players were involved in various context level
activities was similar. Regardless of their ability leveI,
the male basketball players spent approximately 20t of their
time performing general, noninstructional activities. Of
this time approximately 8t was devoted to executing $rarm-up
activities. The players were in transition approximately 98
of the time and were involved in performing managerial tasks
approximately 2* of the time. The players received only a
short break or rest period during practice.
The coach spent approximately I78 of practice time
relating knowledge to his players. SIightly more than half
of this time the coach spent discussing strategy with the
team (approximately 9t). The players received some
information about skiII technique (approximately 5t) and some
36
Table 2
Percentage of Occurrence of ALT-PE
Phase Two: The Midd1e of
Categories During
the Season
ALT―PE
Categor■es
High―
skilled
Average―
skilled
Low―
skilled
General Content
Transition
Management
Break
Warm Up
Subject Matter Knowledge
Technique
Strategy
RuIes
SociaI Behavior
Background
Subject Matter Motor
SkiII Practice
Scrimmage/Routine
Game
Fitness
19.51
8.54
1.94
。97
8。06
17。09
4.66
8。84
a
19。71
8。54
2.14
.97
8.06
16。99
4.76
8。74
20.19
9.02
2。14
。97
8。06
16.70
4.56
8.74
。39
3.20
63。40
19.51
42.63
1。26
.39
3.10
63.30
20.78
41。26
1.26
.39
3。01
63.ll
21。03
40.82
1.26
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Table 2 (continued)
ALT―PE
Cate9or■es
High―
skil■ed
Average―
skilled
Low―
ski■led
Not Motor Engaged
Interim
Waiting
Off-task
On-task
Cognitive
l'Iotor Engaged
Motor appropriate
Motor inappropriate
Supporting
52.62
1.17
8.54
.10
16。31
26。50
47.38
34.95
10.39
2.04
57。28
1.07
15.05
.48
15.73
24。95
42.72
24.17
14。76
3。79
59.61
1.36
17.77
.58
16.21
23.69
40.39
18。74
17.67
3。98
acategories for which is indicated had no codings.
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background information (approximately 3B) as well. No time
was spent reviewing the rules, and little time was devoted to
discussing appropriate social behavior.
Approximately 53t of practice time was spent in subject
matten motor activity--performing basketball skiIIs and
playing. The players were engaged in skill practice and
drills close to 21t of the time and spent slightly more than
508 of their time in scrimmages. Game play occurred
infrequently. No time was spent on fitness during practice.
Noticeable differences were found in the learner
involvement levels of high-, average-, and low-skilled male
basketball players (see Table 21. The low-skilled (59.5It)
and average-skiIled 157.28t ) players r.rere inactive or not
engaged more often than the high-skilled players (52.62*1.
The greatest difference was in the time spent waiting. The
Iow-skiIIed (L7.7721 and the average-skiIled players (I5.058)
spent nearly twice as much time waiting as the high-skiIIed
players (8.548). The high-, average-, and the low-skilled
mal-e athtetes received similar amounts of information from
their coach, approximately 252, and spent a similar amount of
time performing on-task activities, approximately 168. The
high-, average-, and low-skiIled players exhibited few off-
task and interim behaviors.
The high-skiIled players were engaged in motor activity
4.66* more of the time than the average-skilled players and
6.99* more of the time than the low-skilled players- The
high-skilled players vrere actively participating 47.388 of
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the time compared to 42.72* of the time for the average-skilled
players and 40.39t of the time for the low-skilled players.
The high-skitled players were appropriately motor engaged
(ALT-PE) 34.95t of the time compared to 24.I7t of the time for
the average-skilled players and 18.74t of the time for the
Iow-skilled players. The low-skilled players were
inappropriately engaged L7.67* of the time compared to L4.76t.
of the time for the average-skilled players and I0.39t of the
time for the high-skilled players. LittIe motor supporting
behavior was evident. The ALT-PE/engaged ratio, which
reflects the appropriateness of the instructional design, was
7 4Z for the high-skilled players , 57* for the average-skilled
players, and 46* for the low-skiIled players. These results
led to the rejection of the major hypothesis which stated that
there would be no differences in ALT-PE among high-, average-,
and low-skilled male collegiate basketball players.
Phase Three: The End of the Season
Visual inspection of the data in Table 3 revealed little
difference in the context levels of high-, average-, and low-
skilted male players, but marked differences were found in
the learner involvement levels of these three groups during
Phase Three. Regardless of their ability level, the male
basketball players spent approximately IBt of their time
performing general activities. Of this time approximately 98
was devoted to executing warm-up activities. The players
were in transition approximately 8t of the time and were
involved in performing managerial tasks close to 2* of the
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Tab1e 3
Percentage of Occurrence of ALT-PE Categories During
Phase Three: The End of the Season
ALT―PE
Categor■es
High―
skilled
Average―
skilled
Low―
skilled
General Content
Transition
Management
Break
Warm Up
Subject Matter Knowledge
Technique
Strategy
RuIes
Social Behavior
Background
Subject Matter Motor
SkiIl Practice
Scrimmage /Routine
Game
Fitness
17。81
7.78
1.17
a
8.86
18.31
.88
15.48
17。92
7.89
1。17
8.86
18。31
。68
15.68
17.92
7.89
1。17
8。86
18.20
。57
15。68
1.95
63.88
29.21
24.15
10.52
1。95
63.77
29.10
24。15
10.52
1.95
63。88
29。60
23。76
10。52
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Table 3 (continued)
ALT―PE
Categor■es
High―
ski■led
Average―
skilled
Low―
skilled
Not Motor Engaged
Interim
Waiting
Off-task
On-task
Cognitive
Motor Engaged
Motor appropriate
l4otor inappropriate
Supporting
48。00
.58
9。15
.39
15。97
21.91
52.00
37.49
10。91
3。60
55.50
1。■7
16.26
。49
15。87
21.71
44.50
26.48
13。24
4。77
59.49
。88
20。93
.68
15。87
21.13
40.51
21。81
13.83
4。87
acategories for which is indicated had no codings.
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time. The players received no break or rest period during
practice.
The coach spent close to I9t of practice time relating
knowledge to his players. Ivlost of this time was spent
discussing strategy with the team (approximately 9t). The
players received very little information about skill technique
and little background information as weII. No time was spent
reviewing the rules, and no time was devoted to discussing
appropriate social behavior.
Close to two-thirds of the practice sessions were spent
in subject matter motor activity--performing basketball
skills and playing. The players were engaged in skill
practice and drills approximately 30* of the time and spent
approximately 25* of their time in scrimmages. Game play
occupied llt of practice time. No time was spent on fitness
during practice.
Noticeable differences were found in the learner
involvement levels of high-, average-, and low-skiIled male
basketball players (see Table 3). The low-skilled (59.49t)
and the average-skilled (55.50t) players were inactive or not
engaged more often than the high-skilled players (48.00t).
The greatest difference lrras in the time spent waiting. The
low-skiIled (20.938) and the average-skiIled players (15.268)
spent nearly twice as much time waiting as the high-skilled
players ( 9. I58 ) . The high-, average-, and low-skilled
athletes received similar amounts of information from their
coach (approximately 22*l and spent a similar amount of time
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performing on-task activities (approximately I58). The high-,
average-, and low-skilled players exhibited few off-task and
interim behaviors.
The high-skilled players \^Iere engaged in motor activity
7.50t more of the time than the average-skilled players and
II.498 more of the time than the low-skilled players. The
high-skilled players were actively participating 52.008 of
the time compared to 44.50t of the time for the average-
skilled players and 40.51t of the time for low-skilled
players. The high-skilled players $rere appropriately motor
engaged (ALT-PE) 37.49t of the time compared to 26.48*, for
the average-skiIled and 2I.818 for the low-skiIled players.
The low- and average-skilled players v/ere inappropriately
engaged approximately I4t of the time compared to
approximately llt of the time for the high-skilled players.
LittIe motor supporting behavior was evident. The ALT-PE/
engaged ratio, which reflects the appropriateness of the
instructional design, vlas 74? for the high-skiIled players,
60t for the average-skilled players, and 522 for the low-
skilled players. These results led to the rejection of the
major hypothesis which stated that there would be no
differences in ALT-PE among high-, average-, and low-skiIled
male collegiate basketball players.
Total Season: Phase One Throuqh Phase Three
Comparison of the data in Tables I, 2, and 3 reveal
several differences in the involvement of the high-, average-,
and low-skiIIed players throughout the various phases of the
44
season. The amount of time aII players spent in general,
noninstructional activities was constant during Phases One and
Two (slightly more than 19t) and decreased slightly during
Phase Three (about I8t). The coach devoted the greatest
amount of time (approximately 2I.5t) to relating knowledge to
aII players during Phase One; the time devoted to knowledge
decreased about 58 in Phase Two and increased slightly during
Phase Three. Most noticeable were the changes in the amount
of time the coach devoted to technique and strategy during
the various phases. For all players, the amount of time the
coach devoted to discussing techniques decreased from
approximately 7t during Phase One to less than I8 during
Phase Three. The amount of time the coach devoted to
discussing strategy remained relatively constant during Phases
One and Two, approximately 9*, and increased about 7z to over
I5t during Phase Three. The amount of time aII players spent
in motor activity increased about 58 from Phase One to Phase
Three, from approximately 58.5t to 63.5t. There was litt1e
change in the time devoted to motor activity from Phase Two
to Phase Three. The amount of time all players spent
practicing specific skiIIs and techniques decreased slightly
from Phase One to Phase Two; the amount of time practicing
increased close to IOt from Phase Two to Phase Three. The
time the players spent scrimmaging increased about 7Z from
Phase One to Phase Two; during the last phase about 202 less
time was devoted to scrimmage activity than in the previous
phase.
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At the learner involvement leveI several differences were
evident in the amount of time the high-, average-, and low-
skilled players were involved in activities during the
various phases of the season. The amount of time the high-
and average-skiIled players were not actively engaged in
motor activity remained fairly constant during the first two
phases and decreased slightly during the final phase. The
Iow-skilled players $rere not actively involved relatively
the same amount of time during aII three phases. AIl players
exhibited a noticeable increase in the amount of time spent
waiting. The low-skilled players spent the most time waiting
in each phase and exhibited the greatest increase throughout
the season. The amount of time all players spent listening
to information from the coach decreased slightly from Phase
One to Phase Two and decreased further in Phase Three.
The amount of time the high- and the average-skilled
players were actively engaged in motor activity remained
relatively the same during Phases One and Two. Motor
engagement time increased for the high- and the average-
skilled players during Phase Three. The low-skiIled players
exhibited virtually no change in the amount of time they
were motor engaged during the three phases.
Table 4 shows the percentages for the high-, average-,
and low-skilled players for the entire season, Phases One
through Three. Visual inspection of the data revealed Iittle
difference in the context levels of high-, average-, and low-
skilled players, but marked differences were found in the
46
Tab1e 4
Percentage of Occurrence of ALT-PE Categories During
the Total Season: Phase One Through Phase Three
ALT―PE
Categor■es
High―
skilled
Average―
skilled
Low―
skilled
General Content
Transition
Management
Break
Warm Up
Subject Matter Knowledge
Technique
Strategy
RuIes
SociaI Behavior
Background
Subj ect Itlatter Motor
Skill Practice
Scrimmage /Routine
Game
Fitness
19.04
7.86
1。52
.69
8.97
18.97
4。07
11。38
.17
.76
2.59
61.99
23.80
34.Ol
4。17
a
19。ll
7。76
1.62
。76
8.97
18.77
3。90
11。38
.17
.34
2.97
62.12
24。39
33.56
4。17
19.15
7。90
1。63
.72
8。90
18。66
3。86
11。35
.17
.34
2.93
62。62
24.63
33。44
4.17
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Tab■e 4 (continued)
ALT―PE
Categor■es
High―
skilled
Average―
skilled
Low―
skilled
Not Motor Engaged
Interim
Waiting
Off-task
On-task
Cognitive
Motor Engaged
Motor appropriate
Motor inappropriate
Supporting
51。05
.76
8。38
。17
16.66
25。08
48.95
36.25
10.32
2。38
56.99
.93
14.76
。45
16。14
24.70
43.Ol
25.60
14.00
3.4■
59。40
.97
18.06
。55
16.07
23。73
40.60
21.25
15.66
3.69
acategories for which is indicated had no codings.
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learner involvement levels of these three groups during the
total season. Regardless of their ability level, the male
basketball players spent approximately 20* of their time
performing general activities. Of this time approximately 9t
was devoted to executing warm-up activities. The players were
in transition approximately 8t of the time and were involved
in performing managerial tasks Iess than 2* of the time. The
players received only a short break or rest period during
practice.
The coach spent 19t of practice time relating knowledge
to his players. Most of this time was spent discussing
strategy with the team (approximately 118). The players
received some information about skilI technique (approximately
4t) and some background information (approximately 3t) as weII.
Little time was spent reviewing the rules, and little time was
devoted to discussing appropriate social behavior.
Subject matter motor activity--performing basketball
skills and playing--occupied 62* of the practice time. The
players were engaged in skiII practice and driIIs approximately
242 of the time and spent approximately 34t of their time in
scrimmages. Only 4t of practice time was devoted to game
play. No time was spent on fitness during practice.
Noticeable differences $rere found in the learner
involvement levels of high-, average-, and low-skiIIed male
basketball players ( see Table 4l . The low- ( 59.40t ) and
average-skiIled (56.998) players were inactive or not engaged
more often than the high-skilled players (51.058). The
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greatest difference l,.ras in the time spent waiting; the low-
( I8.05t ) and average-skiIled players ( I4.76t ) spent nearly
twice as much time waiting as the high-skilled players
(8.388). The high-, average-, and low-skilled male athletes
received similar amounts of information from their coach
(approximately 25Zl and spent similar amounts of time
performing on-task activities (approximately 16B). The high-,
average-, and low-skiIIed players exhibited few off-task and
interim behaviors.
The high-skilled players were engaged in motor activity
5.942 more of the time than the average-skilled players and
8.358 more of the time than the low-skilled players. The
high-skiIled players h,ere actively participating 48.95t of the
time compared to 43.OIt of the time for the average-skilled
players and 40.508 of the time for the lovr-skilled players.
The high-skilled players hrere appropriately motor engaged
(ALT-PE) 36.25* of the time compared to 25.508 of the time
for the average-skilled players and 2L.25t of the time for
the low-skilled players. The low-skilled players were
inappropriately motor engaged 15.55t of the time compared to
14.00E of the time for average-skilled players and I0.3IB of
the time for the high-skiIled players. Little motor supporting
behavior was evident. The ALT-PE/engaged ratio, which
reflects the appropriateness of the instructional design, was
74* for the high-skiIled players, 608 for the average-skiIled
players, and 52* for the low-skiIled players. These results
Ied to the rejection of the major hypothesis which stated that
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there would be no differences in ALT-PE among high-, average-,
and low-skilled male collegiate basketball players.
Summarv
There were no major differences among the high-, average-,
and low-skilled players on the context level during any of the
phases. The major differences among the high-, average-, and
Iow-skilled players appeared at the learner involvement level.
Regardless of vrhat phase of the season, there is a
similar pattern concerning the high-, average-, and low-skiIled
players. The low- and average-skiIled players were not
engaged 58 to II8 more of the time than the high-skilled
players. The greatest difference was in the wait category,
where, dt times, the low- and average-skilled players spent
almost twice as much time waiting as the high-skiIled
players.
In the motor engaged category, the high-skilled players
were appropriately motor engaged (ALT-PE) an average of IIE
more than the average-skilled players and I58 more than the
Iow-skilled players. The average- and low-skilled players
were inappropriately engaged from 4Z to 8t more of the time
than the high-skilled players.
These results led to the rejection of the major hypothesis
which stated there would be no differences in the ALT-PE among
high-, average-, and low-skilled male collegiate basketball
players.
Chapter 5
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
In this chapter the results of this study are discussed
and compared to findings of related investigations. Analysis
of the data for the high-, average-, and low-skilled players
revealed minimal differences in the context levels during the
three phases. General content averaged about 198 of aIl
practice time for players of aII ability levels, with vlarm-up
and transition being the dominant categories. This setting
usually occurred at the beginning of practice with the
athletes doing tight calisthenics and stretching as a team.
After stretching, the coach would gather the players around
him and explain the day's practice. The players would then
disperse, 9et the basketballs, and perform the various lay-up
and shooting drills as instructed.
In comparing the subject matter knowledge categories
throughout the three phases ( see Table 4l , players of aII
ability levels spent an average of I98 of practice time in
this category. Technique and strategy were the most frequently
occurring categories. It is interesting to note that while
time spent in technique consistently dwindled throughout the
three phases, time spent in strategy remained relatively
constant from Phase One to Phase Two, then sharply increased
from Phase Two to Phase Three. What this means is that in
the beginning stages of the season the coach spent a lot of
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time stressing fundamentals and techniques. As the season
progressed, he spent less time on techniques and devoted the
majority of time to discussing strategy. This is a good
pattern in that it shows the coach emphasized the acquisition
of fundamental skills during the early part of the season.
Once the players had "mastered the basics" he switched his
emphasis from techniques to strategy. In the final phase
of the season the coach devoted the majority of his
instructional time to discussing and teaching offensive and
defensive strategies for upcoming opponents.
Players of all skitl levels spent an average of 62% of
practice time in subject matter motor content. SkiII practice,
scrimmage, and game play were the dominant categories. During
Phase One and Phase Two the players spent their time practicing
basic skills (picking, defensive sliding, Iow-post positioning,
etc. ) and in controlled scrimmages. During Phase Three the
high-, average-, and low-skilled players spent a Iittle more
time practicing skills and participating in game situations,
with less time spent scrimmaging. As the season progressed
the coach stitl stressed fundamentals and drilIs but
incorporated more game play into practice. The researcher
suggests that the coach could have used game play more in the
early season. This would have allowed the players to react
on their own as they would in competition.
At the learner involvement level several differences were
noted in the amount of time the high-, average-, and low-
skilled players were not actively engaged in motor activity.
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Throughout the season the high-skiIIed players spent less
time inactive than their average- and low-skilled teammates.
As the season progressed the amount of time the high- and
average-skiIled players were not actively engaged decreased;
howeverr f,o noticeable change was seen in the involvement of
the low-skilled players. Most of the time when the players
were not actively engaged was spent waiting, in on-task
activities, or in cognitive situations. As the season
progressed all players spent more time waiting and less time
performing on-task activities and receiving information. The
Iow-skilled players spent more time waiting than his average-
and high-skiIled teammates. In fact, during the final phase
of the season the low-skilled players spent almost 2IB of
their time waiting, while his teammates had the opportunity
to actively participate. This pattern, with players waiting
for instructions, receiving instructions, finishing a task,
and waiting in line for long periods of time was evident 1n
practice situations as well as during scrimmage and game play.
This pattern is detrimental to the suceess of the practices.
The coach should delegate some authority to his assistant
coaches to help out in the practices. By allowing his
assistants to interact and give feedback to players, Iess
time would be spent standing and waiting while the head coach
teaches and re-teaches a skill in a group situation or
conducts a scrimmage. With the assistants interacting more
with the players, the players would feel more a part of the
team, and this would also enhance learning in the practices.
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Utilization of smalI groups under the direction of the
assistant coaches in practice and scrimmage situations would
also reduce the time the players spent waiting and increase
their opportunities to actively respond. For example, in
drill situations break the squad in half and have the
assistant coach observe and teach at one end of the court
while the head coach does the same at the other end. The
coaches could get their teaching in, and the players would
have more opportunities to attempt the drills and, therefore,
be less inactive. In scrimmage situations, again
responsibility should have been delegated to the assistant
coach, either to be in charge of one squad or to keep the
head coach informed of who hadn't played much.
Players of aII abilities only spentr on an average, 44z.
of their practice time actively engaged in basketball
activities. The data suggests a need for the coach to
reorganize his practices to provide more motor-engaged time.
If the axiom "you learn by doing" holds true, the players
really had very little time to learn. OnIy the high-skilled
players recorded a motor-engaged percentage greater than 508.
More time for the players to be actively involved appears to
be needed. This may be accomplished by a reduction in the
time spent waiting in on-task activities and in cognitive
situations. Waiting time may be reduced, as previously
mentioned, through the use of smaller groups and multiple
stations. The amount of time spent in general noninstructional
activities and in knowledge-related activities can be reduced
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a1so, thereby increasing the time available to perform
basketball activities.
The amount of time aII players were successfully and
appropriately engaged in motor activity--ALT-PE--decreased
slightly from Phase One to Phase Two and increased slightly
during Phase Three. At no time did the low-skilled players
accrue more ALT-PE than the average-skiIIed players nor the
average-skilled more than the high-skilled. A similar
relationship was found for motor-inappropriate behavior. The
Iow-skiIled players accumulated more motor-inappropriate
behavior than the average-skilled players, and the average-
skilled players accumulated more motor-inappropriate behavior
than the high-skilled.
The appropriateness of the instructional design, i.e.,
the design of practice, \das reflected in the ALT-PE/engaged
ratio. The ratio indicates the proportion of the time
players were successful during the time they were actively
involved or motor engaged. The average ratio was 74* for the
high-skilled players, 50t for the average-skilled players,
and 52+^ for the low-skilled players. This indicates the high-
skilled players were successful three-fourths of the time,
the average-skiIled players three-fifths of the time, and
the low-skilled players only s1ightly more than half the time.
The data indicates that the coach designed his practices to
meet the needs and to challenge the high-skilled players.
Vlhen the percentages for motor-appropriate behavior,
motor-inappropriate behavior, and the ALT-PE/engaged ratio
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are viewed in conjunction with each other, they suggest that
the practices during the middle of the season, Phase Two, were
the toughest and most challenging to aII athletes. The data
for these variables also suggest that the coach should consider
reorganizing his practices to allow for increased success for
the average-skilled and particularly the low-skilled athletes.
These lesser skilled athletes need more time to Iearn new
skiIIs and refj-ne their oId ones. Using different progressions
for different ability players during some of the practice time
and providing more trials through the use of smaller groups
and/or multiple stations are two approaches. WhiIe motivation
was not measured in this investigation, it is plauslble to
assume that the low-skiIled athletes would be more motivated
to work and learn during practice if they could experience
success more frequently than half the time.
The original ALT-PE instrument of Siedentop, Birdwell,
and Metzler (L979) has been used in nearly aII of the ALT-PE
studies to date. The revised ALT-PE instrument of Siedentop,
Tousignant, and Parker (L9821 t which was utilized in this
study, is similar to the original system in many ways.
However, because of some changes in categories and major
subdivisions direct comparisons between this study and
studies using the original instrument should be made
prudently. With this in mind, the remainder of this chapter
will discuss this investigation's results in comparison to
the findings of related studies.
Shute′ Dodds′ Placek′ Rife′ and Silverman (1982)
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described ALT-PE levels in one instructor's elementary
physical education classes. Of the two variables examined,
one can be compared to this study--the skill levels of the
children. Shute et al. (1982 ) concluded that there was no
significant difference in ALT-PE among players of different
ability levels, which is in direct contrast to the findings
of this study.
Galli's (1982 ) study examined the ALT-PE of high- and
Iow-skiIled athletes. His results indicated that the low-
skilled player accrued less ALT-PE than the high-skilIed
player and spent much more time waiting to participate.
These results were in agreement with those of the present
investigation.
Rate ( 1980 ) observed the ALT-PE of athletes while they
were practicing basketball, wrestling, gymnastics, tennis,
and basebaII. Results indicated that approximately 908 of
the practice time was spent in content-PE. The average
amount of ALT-PE for all basketbarl teams was 5r.48. Arthough
the revised ALT-PE system did not have a category for content-
PE, the percentages obtained for subject matter knowledge and
subject matter motor in this investigation may be combined to
provide an estimate of the time spent in content-PE activities.
Both the high-skiIled and the low-skilled basketball players
spent approximately 8I8 of their time in content-pE or
basketball-related activities. This was less than the 908
reported by Rate. The ALT-PE experienced by players in this
study was 36.3t for high-skilled players and 2L.32 for low-
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skilled players. This was considerably lower than the ALT-PE
of 49.38 reported by Rate. This showed that the coach needed
to design practices to increase the amount of ALT-PE accrued
by the players. This could be accomplished by breaking the
team into smaller groups during drills to allow each player
more chances to participate in the activity. As was stated
earlier in this studyr Ern assistant coach could be assigned
to a group or station to make sure the activity is being
performed correctly and to teach if necessary.
fntervention techniques such as those used by McKenzie
(1980) and Paese (1982) could be used to help the coach in
this investigation restructure his practices to provide more
opportunities for aII players, regardless of skill ability,
to learn. The coach could have an observer, perhaps one of
his assistant coaches or team managers, trained to use the
ALT-PE instrument observe his practices periodically. The
coach could then sit down with the observer and discuss what
went on in practice and how he could improve the amount of
ALT-PE accrued by his players. His assj-stants could monitor,
chart, and post daily achievement leveIs. Time-out
contingencies, such as a number of sprints, could be adapted
to deal with inappropriate behavior. The information
generated from the ALT-PE instrument can be used by the coach
to maximize the use of his practices.
Summarv
Very few differences were found in the context levels of
the high-, average-, and low-skilled basketball players. This
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may be attributed to the coach's teaching style and how he
organized his pract5-ces. Most of the significant differences
among the high-, average-, and low-skiIled collegiate
basketball players existed at the learner involvement level.
These results }ed to the rejection of the major hypothesis.
A number of possible explanations for the trends in the
data existed. The high-skilled players were more involved
and experienced greater success during practices. The
average- and low-skiIled players' low success leveIs (ALT-PE)
may be related to the fact that they waited more. While
waiting, average- and low-skilled players received fewer
trials and, therefore, received fewer opportunities to improve
their skills. It was likely that the superior ability of the
high-skilled players contributed to their successful skiIl
performance.
Players of aII ability levels were motor engaged more
than 40t of the time, with the high-skilled player being
appropriately engaged a significantly higher amount of the
time than the average- or low-skilled players. These results
may be exprained by the coach arrowing the high-skirred players
more opportunities to participate in practice activities.
The findings of this investigation were congruent with
the findings of Galli (L982 ) and Rate ( 1980 ). The results of
this investigation supported the contention that coaches
treat individuals differently based on their skill activities.
Chapter 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMI'IENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
Summarv
The coaching behavior of a male collegiate varsity
basketball coach and the involvement of his athletes during
practice were examined during three phases of a basketball
season to determine if differences existed in the accrual of
academic learning time in physical education (ALT-PE) with
high-, average-, and low-skiIled athletes. The coach ranked
his L2 players from high basketball skill leve1 to low
basketball skill level at the end of the season. Each player
was then placed in either the top four, the middle fourr or
the bottom four according to the coach's rating of skill
Ievel. For this study one player was randomly selected from
each of the three levels.
The coach was videotaped during three phases of the
I980-8I basketball season: the beginning, the middle, and
the end. Seven tapes were randomly selected from each
phase of the season for a total of 2L tapes. After the
completion of the season the tapes were coded using the
revised ALT-PE instrument of Siedentop, Tousignant, and
Parker ( 1982 ). The ALT-PE data were manually scored, and
percentages were calculated for each ALT-PE category.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze data.
Visual inspection of the data revealed few differences
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in the context levels of high-, average-, and low-skilled
collegiate basketball players. However, significant
differences were evident in the learner involvement levels.
The high-skilled players were motor-engaged more, accrued
more ALT-PE, spent less time inappropriately motor engaged,
and waited much less than their average- and low-skilled
teammates. The average-skiIled players were motor-engaged
more, accrued more ALT-PE, spent less time inappropriately
engaged, and waited less than their low-skilled teammates.
These results led to the rejection of the major hypothesis
which stated that there would be no differences among the
high-, average-, and low-skiIIed athletes in the accrual of
ALT-PE as manifested in their interactions during three
phases of a collegiate basketball season with a male
collegiate varsity basketball coach.
Conclusions
The findings of this study led to the following
conclusions concerning the ALT-PE accrued by high-, average-,
and low-skilled male collegiate basketball players:
I. There were no differences among the high-,
average-, and row-skilled prayers on the context lever.
2. The high-, average-, and low-skilted players spent
approximatery 8rt of arr practice time in basketbarl-rerated
activities.
3 - The high-skirred prayers spent ress time waiting
than the average- and low-skiIled players.
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4. The high-skiIled players vrere more successful and
more effective in performing basketball skiIIs than the
average- and low-skilled players.
5. High-skiIled basketball players spent more time
actively participating during practices than the average- and
low-skilled players.
6. The coach provided his high-, average-, and low-
skilled players with different opportunities during practices.
Recommendations for Further Studv
The following reconmendations are suggested for further
study:
t. A follow-up study that would examine the effects of
an ALT-PE intervention on basketball players' ALT-PE could be
conducted.
2. A replication of this study could be undertaken at
the secondary level.
3. A similar investigation using high-, average-, and
Iow-skilled female collegiate varsity basketball players who
are coached by a female coach could be conducted.
Appendix A
THE REVTSED ALT-PE CATEGORIES
Content Level
The first level of decision making focuses on the class
as a whole (or a subset of the class) and is designed to
describe the context within which student behavior is
occurring. There are three major subdivisions at the context
Ievel--general content, subject matter knowledge content, and
subject matter motor content.
General Content refers to class time when
students are not intended to
be involved in physical
education activ■ties.
refers to class time when the
pr■mary focus ■s on knowledge
related to phys■cal education
content.
refers to class time when the
SM Knowledqe Content
SM Motor Content primary focus is on motor
involvement in physical
education activities.
Each of the three main subdivisions at the context level
has categories which describe more specificarry the nature of
the setting within which individual student behavior is
occurri-ng. These categories are defined as follows:
General Content Cateqories
Transition (T) Time devoted to managerial
and organizational activities
related to instruction such
as team selection, changing
equipment, moving from one
space to another, changing
stations, teacher explanation
of an organizational arrange-
ment, and changing activities
within a lesson.
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Appendix A (continued)
Management (M)
Break (B)
Warm Up (WU)
Subiect Matter Knowledge Cateqories
Technigue (TN)
Time devoted to class business
that is unrelated to instruc-tional activity such as taking
attendance, discussing a field
trip, lecturing about
appropriate behavior in the
gymnasium, or collecting moneyfor the yearbook.
Time devoted to rest and/or
discussion of nonsubject
matter related issues such
as getting a drink of water,
talking about Iast nightrsbaII game, telling jokes,
celebrating the birthday of
a class member, or discussingthe results of a student
election.
Time devoted to routine
execution of physical
activities whose purpose is
to prepare the individual for
enaging in further activity,but not designed to alter the
state of the individual on along term basis, such as aperiod of Iight exercises to
begin a cIass, stretching
exercises to begin a class,
stretching exercises prior to
a lesson, or a cooling down
activity to terminate a lesson.
Time devoted to transmittinginformation concerning thephysical form (topography) of
a motor skill such as listen-ing to a lecture, watching ademonstration, or watching afiIm.
Strategy (ST)
Rules (R)
Social Behavior (SB)
Background (BK)
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( continued )
Time devoted to transmitting
information concerning plans
of action or performing either
individually or as a group
such as explanation of a zonedefense, demonstration of an
individual move, or discussion
of how best to move the baII
down a field.
Time devoted to transmitting
information about regulations
which govern activity related
to the subject matter such as
explanation of the rules of a
game, demonstration of a
specific rule violation, or
viewing a film depicting the
rules of volleyball ( time
devoted to transmitting
information about rulesgoverning general student
behavior in physical education
are coded management).
Time devoted to transmitting
information about appropriate
and inappropriate ways of
behaving within the context
of the activity such as
explanation of what constitutes
sportsmanship in soccer,
discussion of the ethics of
reporting one's own violations
in a game, or explanations ofproper ways to respond to
officials in a game.
Time devoted to transmitting
information about subject
matter activity such as its
history, tranditions, rituals,
heroes, heroines, records,
importance in later life, or
relationship to fitness.
Appendix A
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Appendix A (continued)
Subject Matter Motor Categories
Ski■l Practice (P) Time devoted to practice
skills or chains of skills
outside the applied context
with the primary goal of
skill development, such as a
circle drill in passing a
vo1leyball, one against onepractice of dribbling abasketball, exploration of
movement forms, practicing
the Schottische stepr orpracticing a particular skill
on a balance beam.
Time devoted to refinement
and extension of skills in an
applied setting ( in a setting
which is like or simulates
the setting in which the skill
is actually used) and during
which there is frequentinstruction and feedback for
the participants--such as ahalf court five on five
l:asketball activity, thepractice of a complete free
exercise routine, six against
six volleyball (alI withinstructions, suggestions,
and feedback during the
scrimmage ) .
Time devoted to the application
of skills in a game or
competitive setting when theparticipants perform withoutintervention from the
instructor/coach--such as a
volleyball game, a complete
balance beam routine, the
performance of a folk dance,
or running a half-miIe race.
Scrimmage/routine ( S )
Game (G)
Fitness (F)
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Appendix A (continued)
Time devoted to activities
whose major purpose is to
alter the physical state of
the individual in terms of
strength, cardiovascular
endurance, or flexibility
such as aerobic dance,
distance running, weightlifting, or agility training
( the activities should be of
sufficient intensity,
freguency, and duration so as
to alter the state of the
individual ) .
Learner Involvement Level
The second level of decision making focuses on the
individual learner(s) and is designed to describe the nature
of the learner(s) involvement in a more specific way. There
are two major subdivisions at the learner involvement level--
not motor engaged and motor engaged.
Not Motor Enqaqed refers to all involvement
Motor Engaged
other than motor involvement
with subject―matter―o iented
motor activ■ties.
refers to motor involvement
with subject―matter―o iented
motor activ■ties。
Each of the two main subdivisions at the Iearner involvement
IeveI has categories which describe more specifically the
nature of the learner's involvement. These categories are
defined as follows:
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Not Motor Enqaqed Cateqories
Interim ( I )
Waiting (w)
Off-task (Or1
On-task (ON)
A ( continued )
The student is engaged in a
noninstructional aspect of an
ongoing activity such as
retrieving balls, fixing
equipment, retrieving arrovrs,
or changing sides of a courtin a tennis match.
Student has completed a task
and is awaiting the nextinstructions or opportunity
to respond such as waiting inline for a turn, having
arrived at an assigned space
waiting for the next teacherdirection, standing on a side-Iine vraiting to get in a game,
or having organized into the
appropriate formation waitingfor an activity to l:egin.
The student is either not
engaged in an activity he/she
should be engaged in or is
engaged in activity other
than the one he/she should be
engaged in--behaviordisruptions, misbehavior, andgeneral off-task behavior,
such as talking when a teacheris explaining a ski11, misusj-ng
equipment, fooling around,fighting, disrupting a driII
through inappropriate behavior.
The student is appropriately
engaged carrying out an
assigned non-subject matter
task (a management task, a
transition task, a warm uptask) such as moving into
squads, helping to place
equipment, counting off, doing
warm up exercises, or moving
from the gym to a playing
f ield .
Cognitive (C)
Motor Enqaqed Cateqories
Motor appropriate (MA)
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The student is appropriately
involved in a cognitive task
such as listening to a teacherdescribe a game, listening to
verbal instructions about how
to organize, watching a
demonstration, participating
in a discussj-on, or watching
a film.
The student is engaged in a
subject matter motor activityin such a way as to produce
a high degree of success.
The student is engaged in
subject-matter-oriented motor
activity but the activity-taskis either too difficult for
the individual's capabilities
or the task is so easy thatpracticing it could not
contribute to Iesson goaIs.
The student is engaged in
subject matter motor activitythe purpose of which is to
assist others learn or performthe activity such as spottingin gymnastics, feeding ballsto a hitter in a tennis lesson,
throwing a volleyba1l to apartner who is practicing set
up passing, or claoping rhythmfor a group of students who
are practicing a movementpattern.
Motor inappropriate (MI)
Supporting (MS )
ICit.d from Siedentop, Tousignant, and parker (LgBz,
p. 11-rs ) .
Appendix B
COACH'S INFORMED CONSENT FORM
The purpose of this study is to observe the behavior
patterns of one male collegiate varsity basketball coach
during various phases of the basketball season: beginning,
middle, and end. Research of this type can give coaches
valuable information as to the effectiveness of their teaching/
coaching behavior.
The subject is one male collegiate varsity basketball
coach from the central New York area. The researcher is
requesting permission of the coach involved in the study to
use videotapes of practices collected during the I980-8I
basketball season. Seven tapes from each phase of the
basketball season will be randomly selected and analyzed using
the Academic Learning Time in Physical Education (ALT-PE)
instrument (Siedentop, Tousignant, & Parker, L9821. It can
be seen that there is no threat of injury, either mental or
physical. If at any time you have questions regarding the
procedures, you may contact me or the chairperson of my
thesis committee, Dr. Victor Mancini.
It is assured that the names in this study will be kept
strictly confidential. The tapes will be used solely for the
purpose of this study and will only be available to the
researcher, Dr. Mancini, and the coach involved. Results
of the data analysis of information gathered on your practices
wiII be made available for your review. Thank you.
Researcher: Jay A. IvlurPhY
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Yes, I agree to participate in this study. I have read
the above and understand its contents. I acknowledge
that I am at least 18 years of age.
Signature Date
Appendix C
INTRAOBSERVER AGREEMENT PERCENTAGES FOR FOUR
RANDOMLY SELECTED VIDEOTAPES
ALT―PE CATEGORY Tape I Tape 2 Tape 3 Tape 4
GENERAL CONTENT
Trans■tion
Management
Break
Warm―up
SUB」ECT KNOWLEDGE
Technique
Strategy
Rules
Soc■al Behav■or
Background
SUB」ECT MOTOR
Skill Practice
Scr■mmage
Came
Fitness
91.8
92。 3
100.0
97。6      97。 4      98。9
96。2      90.0      99。4
a
100.0      99.1     100。0      99。2
91。3      91.5     100.0      99.6
88.5      88。9    100。0      99.5
97.8      95.4      98.6     100.0
94.2      93.2      97。100.0
98。2      96.8     100.0
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ALT―PE CATEGORY Tape I Tape 2 Tape 3 Tape 4
NOT MOTOR ENGAGED
Interim
Waiting
Off―task
On―task
Cognitive
MOTOR ENGAGED
100.0     100。0 100。 0
100.0      97.3      98.4     100。0
100.0
92.0      93.1      97.5      92.6
95。7      96.8      98.2      94.9
Motor Appropriate        97.4      93。9      98。7 93.8
Motor lnappropriate      96.5      94.5      95.4      95。4
I,lotor Supporting 100。0
acategories for which is indicated had no codings
for this tape on at least one of the coding sheets.
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